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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of the pending application is respectfully requested in view of the 
foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Status of the Application 

Claims 1-8 are currently pending, with claim 8 being withdrawn in view of the 
finality of the restriction requirement. Only non-substantive amendments are presented in 
this response. 

Summary of the Office Action 

The Office Action rejects claims 1-7 as obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over EP 
Published Application EP 1 1 13458 (Hell et al.) in view of U.S. Published Patent Application 
2002/0166977 (Kohdaetal.). 

The Office Action further rejects claims 1-7 as obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
U.S. Patent 6,720,026 (Fuchs et al.) in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al.; over U.S. Patent 
6,802,991 (Devenney et al.) in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al.; over U.S. Patent 
6,528,812 ('812 Leblans et al.) in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al.; over U.S. Patent 
6,512,240 ('240 Leblans et al.) in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al.; over U.S. Patent 
6,504,169 ('169 Leblans et al.) in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al; over U.S. Patent 
6,501,088 ('088 Struye et al.) in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al.; over U.S. Patent 
6,495,850 (Struye et al.) in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al.; and over U.S. Patent 
6,479,835 (Struye et al.) in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al. 

The Office Action also rejects claims 1-7 on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting over Fuchs et al. in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al.; over Devenney 
et al. in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al.; over '812 Leblans et al. in view of Hell et al. and 
Kohda et al; over '240 Leblans et al. in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al; over ' 169 
Leblans et al. in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al; over '088 Struye et al. in view of Hell et 
al. and Kohda et al; over '850 Struye et al. in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al; and over 
'835 Struye et al. in view of Hell et al. and Kohda et al. 
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Discussion 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the above-identified application is 
view of the foregoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Applicants submit that the asserted combination of Kohda et al. and Hell et al. is not 
supportable in view of the teaching provided by each reference. 

Turing initially to Kohda et al, the "uniform orientation" of the "prismatic crystals 
having good shapes" described therein refer to a macroscopic orientation phenomenon of 
prismatic crystals in a vapor deposited layer onto a support or substrate. The uniform 
orientation of Kohda et al. is taught to be desired in order to prevent scattering of stimulating 
rays in favor of sharpness. 

In sharp contrast, Hell et al. teaches specific crystal orientation, i.e., this applies to 
orientation at the crystal lattice level. For example, ^ [0014] of Hell et al. refers to lattice 
parameters that can only be detected by XRD measurements: 

It has been found that, when a phosphor screen showing high [100] unit cell 
orientation in the plane of the screen was produced, that such a screen shows a 
better compromise between speed and sharpness. The phosphor screens 
showing high (100) unit cell orientation in the plane of said screen are 
characterized by an XRD-spectrum wherein the intensity of the (100) 
diffraction line is at least equal to the intensity of the (110) diffraction line, 
when said XRD-spectrum is measured by positioning an X-ray source and an 
X-ray diffraction intensity detector at equal but varying angles with respect to 
the normal to said screen. Preferably the intensity of the (100) diffraction line 
is at least 5 times higher than the intensity of the (110) diffraction line and 
most preferably the intensity of the (100) diffraction line is at least 10 times 
higher than the intensity of the (110) diffraction line. 

Clearly, the asserted combination is improper because the "uniform orientation" for 
the "prismatic crystals having good shapes" as described in Kohda et al., being a macroscopic 
phenomenon, cannot properly be compared (or combined) with Hell et al., which is directed 
to specific crystal orientation discernable by XRD measurements. 

As each obviousness rejection entered against claims 1-7 is based on the combination 
of Kohda et al. and Hell et al., and this combination has been shown to be improper, 
withdrawal of these rejections is respectfully requested. 
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As the obviousness-type double patenting rejections are also based on the 
aforementioned combination, withdrawal of these rejections is also respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

As Applicants believe the application is in proper condition for allowance, the 
examiner is respectfully requested to pass the application to issue. If, in the opinion of the 
Examiner, a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of the subject application, 
the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned attorney. 

Respectfully submitted, 



/Christopher T. Griffith/ 

Christopher T. Griffith, Reg. No. 33,392 
LEYDIG, VOIT & MAYER, LTD. 
Two Prudential Plaza, Suite 4900 
180 North Stetson Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60601-6731 
(312) 616-5600 (telephone) 
(3 12) 616-5700 (facsimile) 

Date: March 28, 2007 
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